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- Joseph Alsop's column of November 8 for
the most part accurately refleets the find- -
ings ‘and tone of the reeent critique by the
Operations Research Soeicty of America of
the role -of myself and others in the ABM
debate. What Mr. Alsop failed to appreciate
or convey to his readers was the fact that
the ORSA report is.a techuically incompe-
tent critique—Dbased on Dbizarre procedural
arrangements, scleetive use of evidence, and
remarkably unecritical acceptance of admin-
istration assumptions, many of which had
little or no foundation in iact. R
This is not the place to discuss all of the
deficiencies of the ORSA report—we ha\/o
done that in some detail elsewhere—but lest:
readers be misled by Mr, Alsop’s column it
is perhaps uscful to comment on iwo issues
in the ABM debate: the possible vulnerabil-
ity of the U.S. Minuteman force o a Soviet
58-89 “first strike” .in the mid-70s, and
whether the Safeguard ABM deployment
would make a significant difference in Min-
uteman survivability, . .
-‘Although the second guestion was really
what the ABM debate was all about, ORSA
focused its altention almast exclusively on
the first, a hardly surprising faet since Al
‘bert Wohlstetter who instigated the inquiry,
‘and whose lead it slavishly followed, had’
largely avoided comumenting on Safeguard’s

“utility in both his testimony and his specifi- -

cation of changes. . : o

Ag regards  Minuteman -vulnérability, [
would point out that estimates neccssarily
had to he based on interpretation of intelli-
gence information and technical judgment
of what the 'situa‘tion would be six yeacs
later. Various participants in the debate
made quite different judgments, and such
differences, not mathematical manipulation

which was essentially trivial, nor the appli-:

cation of esoteric operations research tech-
niques,v ‘accounted for my estimating that.25
per cent of the Minuteman force would sur-
vive while Mr. Wohlstetter and Defense De-

partment spokesmen estiriuted & per cont. I;

leave it to the reader to draw his own con-
clusion us to whose judgments were WOTe:
reasondhle, peinding out thut T would now re-
vise my estimates of Minuteman survivabil
ity upward as it now scems cven loss likely
than it did two years ago that the U.S SR
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been relieved by me of a position of responsi:

reentry vehicles (MIRVS) by the mid-70’s. bility, he should have hesn disrualified cither

Reports such as those by Michael Getlor of a
recent DOD/CIA sponsored study by TRV
(I'ne Washington Post, June 17), General
Ryan's March 8 testimony before the House
Appropriations Commitice, and Secretary
Packard’s remarks of October 21 lead me to
belicve  that the administration too might
now cstimate very substantial survivabilily.

The administration scems also to have
largely come around to the views of its op-
ponents with regard to the qudstion of Safe-

‘gunard  cflectiveness. Thus, it is now recog-

nized, cven in the Defense Department, that
the missile_ site radar is ihe Achilles’ heel of
Safeguard, and there are scrious efforts
under way 1o design a dedicated hard-site
defense employing less expensive radars as
many of us recommended. And- it is now

‘considered, as we had suggested, that Safe«

guard as originally planned will be an inade-
quate defense if a build-up in Soviet missile
capabilities continues, whereas originally it

‘was argued that it was nceded in case of

"such a build-up.

“ Mr. Alsop point.srout. that we admitted

‘mistakes. A single example will perhaps put

that admission in perspective. T had argucd
that Messrs, Laird, John Foster and Wohl-

- stetter had -made Unrealistic assumption in
‘imputing to the Soviet Union the capabhility,

in exccuting an attack against us, of com-

pensating for all their missile failures hy.

replacing the failures with other warheads
aimed at the same targets. Tn fact, Mr.
Wohlstetter had, unlike Messrs. Laird and
Toster, apparently assumed that 15 per cent
of the failures could not he so replaced. I
was in error and was criticized by ORSA for
the mistake..It is to be noted that neither
Mr. Wohlstetter nor the Defense spokesmen
offered any analysis to support their conten-
tion that such tactics were feasible Yet, the
ORSA commitiee did not criticize this omis-
sion. Rather, it attempted the back-up analy-
sis for them, in so deing finding it néceessary

- 'to use asswmptions about Soviet MIRV tech-

nology totally at variance with observations!

Finally, Mr. Alsop alleges that I.charged
Howard Berger, one of the ORSA commit-
tee, with harboring personal animus against
me; that Dr. Berger has claimed I was guilty
of prevarication in making such a:charge;
and hat there is solid evidence to that effect.
I made no such charge and challenge M.
Alsop and Dr. Berger to produce evidence
that T did, much less cvidence that I lied in
making it! What I and my colleagues did sug-

bhimself or by ORSA from participating in
he inquiry. Tn suggesting this, we were not
charging animus on his part, but rather lack
of sensitivity and appreciation of reasonabie
professional and cihical norms by him and
ORSA, a charge which the style of the ORSA,
inguiry fully substantiatcs.

As has been the case with so many of his
columns, Mr. Alsop hag again redrettably
elected to accept uncritically those argu-
ments -consistent with his deep-seated biases
rather than to attempt to understand and
elucidate the issues involved in a complex
question—in this case, these relating to the
Safeguard deployment guestion. _
. G. W. RATIIJENS.
Cambridge, Mass

. GO

In September 1971, an Ad Hoc Committee
of the Operations Rescarch Socicty of
America (ORSA) issued a report censuring,
as not being up to the standards of the So-
ciéty, the congressional testimonies in oppo-
sition to the Salfeguard ABM system of Dr,
Jerome Wiesner, president of RJMIT; Drs,
George Rathjens and Steven Weinberg, pro-
fessors at MIT, and to a lesser exicif, Profes-
sor Wolfgang Panolsky, Stanford (Jniversity.
Predictably, this was put in the Congres-
sional Record by Scnator Jackson, the strong-
est proponent of Salegnard in the Congress.
On October 13th, Donald Rumsfeld, Counscl-
Tor to the President, wrote from the White
House a leiter to Robert Machel, president of
ORSA, stating that the report had been dis-
cussed personally with President Nixon, that
Admiral Zumwalt, Chief of Naval Opera-
tions, discussed the work in a most favora-
ble way, and that “you and the Society have
performed a magnificent service.,” To cap
it off, on November 8th, in a column which
you carried, the columnist, Toseph Alsop, ox-'
tolled the report and decried the dishonesty
of the opponents of Safeguard.
. Just to keep the record straight, we think
it should be known that five members of the
ORSA Council issued a minority report
quc‘:s‘tioning the propricty, impartiality, and.
ability of the Ad Iloc Committee to carry”
out such an investigation. Thig minority re--
port was not mentioned by Senator Jackson
and others. More importantly, this waprece-
dented investigation wag carried out at the
request of Professor Albert VWohlstelter, the
Jeading non-governmental protagonist for
Safeguard, confidant of Senator Jackson,

and consultant to Admiral Zumwalt. Profes-
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port, is a member of ORSA; the other wit-
nesses who weare censured are nol memhbors
und did not participate in the work of the
Comimitice,

Although the primary purpose of the con-
gressional hearings was to determine the
need for Safeguard, and whether, indeed, it
woild work, the ORSA Committee study
uever even addressed the testimony on these
ceniral issues, but instead concentrated its at-
tention on several sub-ssues such as (1) the
vulnerability of our Minuteman deterrent to
an administration postulaled Soviet threat,
and (2) the Sovict ability to destrov hoth our
Ainuteman missiles and bombers in a simul-
tancous attack. These sub-issues. were sug:
gested to ORSA by Professor Wohlstelter,
one of the profagonists in the debate whose
standards the ORSA Committee was, in
theory, investigating, "This action by the
Committee would appear highly uncihical,
and the ORSA Council's sensitivity to such a
charge is demonstrated by the fact {hat it
excised [rom its published version of Profes-
sor. Wohlstetler's letter those portions di-
reeting their attontion to these sub-issuces.

We think everyone should ask whether a
group which employs sueh standarvds in its
investigations has demonstrated the dompe-
tenee to evaluate the standards of sueh emi-
nent scientists with a record of dedieation to
publie service as Drs, Wiesner, Rathjens,
Weinberg and Panofsky. We think one must
conclude that the ORSA Ad IHoc Comroitlce
—and thosc Council members who endorsed
the report——have just become additional pro-
fagonists in the continuing ABM debate
along with Profcssor Wohlsictter, Scuator
Jackson, the White ITouse and Joe Alsop. .

GEORGE B. KISTIAKOWSKY. -

Cambridge, Mass. )

HERBERT SCOVILLE JB.

Mchan, Va.

. \ HERBERT F. YORK.

La Jolla, Calif.

D, Kzstml\ou slky  was fo/mmly Science
:Aamser to President Lisenhower and a chair-
‘man of the President’s Science Advisory
‘Cammittee. Dr. Scoville was formerly Depuly
Director for Research, CIA, and Assistant
Director at the Arms Control and Disarma
ment Agency. Dr. York was formerly Director
Defense Research and Engineering, DOD’
~under President Eisenhower and a member
of the-President’s Science Advisory Committee. .
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